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Baker Shrimp Kulshan Brand”; the remainder was labeled, “ Sea Queen
Brand Shrimp.”

It was alleged in the libels that the article was adulterated in that it con- '
sisted in whole or in part of a decomposed animal substance.

The Dixie Fisheries, Inc., entered an appearance in one case involving 500
cases of the product, admitted the allegations of the said libel, and con-
sented to the entry of a decree. On April 9,,1934, judgment.of, condemnation
and forfeiture was entered in the $aid case, and it was’ordered by the court
that the product involved be released to the claimant upon payment of costs
and the execution of a bond in the sum of $1,000, conditioned that the decom-
posed portions be separated and destroyed. On the same date, no claim having
been entered in the remaining case, judgment of condemnation and destruction
was entered.

M. L. WrLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture,

22292, Adulteration of canned shrimp. VU. S. v. 1,700 Cases of Canned
Shrimp. Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produet re-
leased under bond for separation and destruction of unfit por-
tion. (F. & D. no. 31663. Sample no. 51749-A.)

This case involved a shipment of canned shrimp which was found to be in
part decomposed.

On December 5, 1933, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, acting upon "a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 1,700 cases of canned
shrimp at New York, N.Y., alleging that the article had been shipped in inter-
state commerce, on or about October 27, 1933, by the Southern Shell Fish Co.,
Inc., from Harvey, La., and charging-adulteration in viclatidha ‘of the Food and
Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part: “ Palm Brand Shrimp * * *
Packed by Southern Shell Fish Co., Inc, Harvey, La.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it con-
sisted wholly or in part of a decomposed animal substance.

On April 16, 1934, the Southern Shell Fish Co., Inc., having appeared as
claimant for the property and having admitted the allegations of the libel,
judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by
the court that the product be released to the claimant upon payment of costs |
and the execution of a bond in the sum of $1,000, conditioned that the decom-
posed portion be segregated and destroyed or denatured.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

22293. Misbranding of Cream O’Cotton. U. S. v. 24 Cases, et al.,, of Cream-
O-Cotton. Consent decrees of condemnation. Product released
under bond to be relabeled. (F, & D. nos. 31708, 31709, 32053. Sample
nos. 57881-A, 63651-A, 69053—A.)

Sample cans of shortening taken from the shipments involved in these cases
were found to contain less than 4 pounds, the declared weight.

On December 12, 1933, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Arkansas, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in ‘the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 55 cases of Cream
O’Cotton at Morrilton, Ark. On December 16, 1933, and February 28, 1934, the
United States attorneys for the Western District of Arkansas, and the Western
District of Oklahoma, filed libels against 24 cases and 178 cases of the product
at Potter, Ark., and Frederick, Okla., respectively. It was alleged in the libels
that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce, by the Texas Refining
Co., from Greenville, Tex., in various shipments between the dates of September
25 and November 10, 1933, and that it was misbranded in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act as amended. The article was labeled in part: “Cream O’Cotton,
* * ¥ Shortening * * * Net Wt. 4 Lbs. Manufactured and Guaranteed
by Texas Refining Co., Greenville, Texas.”

The libels charged that the article was misbranded in that the statement on
the label, “ Net Wt. 4 Lbs.”, was false and misleading and deceived and misled
the purchaser, and for the further reason that it was food in package form. and
the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the
outside of the package, since the statement made was incorrect.

On January 10, January 12, and March 8, 1934, the Texas Refining Co.,
claimant, having admitted the allegations of the libels and having consented to
the entry of decrees, judgments of condemnation were entered and it was .
ordered by the court that the product be released to the claimant upon the



